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ABSTRACT - o ‘ -

~ Based on .data gatered from 1nterv1ews, observations,
and- document reviews during a 3-year qua11tat1ve examination of
curriculum change’ projects in 14 elementary, junior, and senior high
schools, this paper argues that the spread of new classrqom pract1ces
w1th1n a. school beyond a core committee of planners is determined’ by
the’ orgaanlzatlgﬁal structure of the s¢hool's foéur types of subun1ts,
which are defined by the nature of the linkages they exhibit: "the }
social c¢lub". (charactérized by congeniality, horizontal linkages, and
much irformal interactign among teachers about instructional ' ’
matters); "the professdAonal group" (horizontally linked but more
formal in its adheréfice to written guidelines); '(the adm1n1strator S.
delight"” (vertically linked @nd willing to follow an admln trator's

“directives); and "the e"'crate lloosely linked both horizontally
, and vertically and invoiving teachega.who:work in 1solat10n, rarely
discussing 1nstruct1on).1The paper fuMrst defines the’ concepts of

.
La

-

.organizational linkages, change implementation, and field agent '\\ A

strategies. Next, research procedures and background 1nforﬁat1on are
.provided. F1na11y, the paper describes how different change )
strategies were approprlate or 1nappropr1ate in: each subunit. Two
tables provide data on thHe schools involved in the study .and ‘the
guantity of 1mp1ementat10n in- ﬁhe plann1ng groups and in the schools
as a whole. (PB).
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DIFFUSING CURRICULUM CHANGES WITHIN A SCHOOL: {
@ - \ . 4 » . - !
! ' ! - . 1 . ’
L k .. STRATEGIES AND'STRUCTURE ¢ - S : A
v » . .
™ K . .

! . : . . " Td .
. & AN o . g

s . N - C -
- "You obviously aren"t familiar with elemeutary schools...Things spread .

A

- .

’ . N t » : .
through the grapevine like wildfire." This"wa$ a principal's somewhat diss

o ‘ ' ) J ‘

: v U o - .
ddainful response to a researcher's_duery about how many. teachers in the
. a . . .
. , Lo

. schog} knew about a current change projects, Howevgr,'the prihcipal's

~ . ‘ H . L . - B
.

.apparent conffdenee.in the gfapevine's efficiency was ho; well-grounded in

. . - Y
. Teallty' “In the above school--and+in 13’other elementaf¥ Jupior hlgh and

L]
v : ' N ] : g A ¢ -t -

L Lo - : . &L '
improvement—-the comfwunicgtion, and use of new practices was cons1derany »

~ : »~ ¥

[ Co. . . oo .
more spofadif. Among some teachers’ jin a school, infdrmatjon traveled
+ : . /
. . K ’ 4 ’ - ..
swiftly; among other teachers, ideas\Were not exchanged at all.
C - . TV

Th:sgpaper’focuses on\how' new classroom practlggs spread “within
N } . . ‘
schogls‘beyond a core COmmltte%bf teachers responsable fpt‘klannlng\and
) .
initially‘implemcnting’the changes. The teacherszparpieipéted in chaﬁge
P :

v prOJects %ntended to improve.a school’ & .program in e1the§ career educatlony

'01t12en education, or basic skills.. Assisted oy fleld agents from an ex-

”

S, P — — U

_senlor high schools which part1c1pated in a qualltatlv{/study of currlculun: .

“ternalk%gcnc(,.thF/teachers helped determlne what spec1flc cbanges to make
" s . P ) ) 3 . t; s s s . .
¢ . These inclqﬁed incorporating career awargness and-citizenship activities .

. A

.". . . . ' . \
into regular_subject matter, increpsing st%denCs' time on task, and re-
‘ - ., . ' ~\ ‘ v . . ~
sequencing ‘subject area confent. . L : \
' : \
L -~ -

B Among the schools in the¢study, the, spread of‘spec1flc ch ges;beyoné

."
PR : ? .
/éhe committee\teachers was modest, at best. Yeu, there were systematic .
pattferns as to who changed and/bho did not. The explanations for the
§ »
. : - ‘ r

patterns. center¢d around school ‘organizational structure--more

i E g [ '
2 4 . F\' - - '

<

C
»
~
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specifically, with the interdependence (or linkages) (t) of teachers' wérk.

L o ‘o 4 ' - : .
activsties within school subunits.(e.g., grade-levels, departments, or

teams) and (2) .between teachers and adminfstraﬁogs. Some of the teachers
- N Tk ) © ” g
in thg core planning groups gorked in subunits—where intetaction about

instructional matfers was frequentes In such cases, changes feadil;YSprdhd(
; . . N et

-« - -

. . ) * : 4 .
from project teachers to non-project teachers. Additiopally, principals in
o . . .. ‘ e %

v “~

some schools devoted much attention tg staff evalua%ionsﬁran&fﬁeachens

v

gcknowle?ged the ,importance of this, at least as a form of professiohal v
1 . . . \ . . *

oo .
& \* S |

recognition. Yn these instances, the prinsipaLJs idcorporation of new

L . ’ . ), . \ . C
5ﬁr;ccices into evaluations' stimulated non-project tkachers to also change. J

5 %

"~ The converse was also ;krue. Whefe teachers rarely talked- about théir

. A .

cldssroom écgivities~wgth_each other and fadministratdrs adppted a pro ‘forma

. @ N L
Lt , . N . . e
attitude about evalwWations, changes did rot tend to move—~very gs}»b@yond'
. . ' 3 f s

7 -
{

o s~ w . B . ) . . v
{hose formagly involved in q}gnoject. These situaﬁions.tlear%y had
: : _ -~y . .

AN - »> ’ | .

" important implications for «the external-field agent's who assisted the

,schools in the change prﬁéess. To promote the spread of change throughout

L4

' -

a school, different strétegieé,héd to be used depending upon structural
. . N L & ) . v
differencés .among a school's subunits. - | - .

v

- . - al
A - ! 7 .
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-The remainder of- this paper elabo%ates the themes‘identified above.

. - \ . :
It is erganizedqhs follows. The first section more cg;gfully defines the

. N ~ A { .
concepts of organizational linkages, change:implementation, and field agent

stratégie&j\\fn the next section, the research procedures"dre_desé%iﬁed and

some brief background on the profects provided. Iheﬁ% the eﬁphasis shifts
to ’epicting\' ur kypes of school, subunits, defined by the nature of the

.

. : L] . .' \
. linKages they/exhibit, zﬁd to describing thow diffegent change strategies’
[y .. . . L hes -
£ . . ) . ' o4 !

[
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. . R 3
. . .. ] P
. . ] ¥ N -
, : ) - ' y .
_were appropriate or inappropriate 'in each., The paper concludes with com-
/ - . . .0 . - . .
ments directed toward both_;esearchers.and thc§e’who‘assist,school change.
y) : ¢ \ ) :
. X . ¢
) . ] f e P i
. ‘Background ' .
/1 o ’ - R
\7 The research upon which this paper is based was exploratory.

<.

Its pur-,

‘ . . 1y : . . " . . ‘ . : . . -
pose{vas‘to generate and. refingfideas about curriculum change rather than

to test a priori hypothes%s.

14

bver the three years of the study, 2 mlngling

of lItFrature on school organlzatlonu—piftlcularly the loose coupllﬁg tra-,

ditfﬁnm(e.g

{
)

Weéck

/’

increase<its attention to hpw llnkages among staff m

-
~

>

R Cr—
1976)——and f1eld observatlons led the research tgam to

:

1%

teachers in a school eventually 1mplem§hted project-related changes.

~'The term "linkages" refers to pattern

4mbers affected wglch

;d-behav1or or procedures whlch

affect the degree o ‘which sgaff'nembers in a schooi\are’able to‘functipn

.

. . 2 - . - L «
'indgpendenﬁlyipf one another (Louis, Molitor, and Rosenblum, 19%9{\Yilson ]

.“and;Corbect, 1983).

. .

~
"loose coupling" popularized by Weick (1976) for two reasons. First, loose

It s used here ipstead -of the more familiar term

. '
E . §. - &
3 : .

&

I3

e ) : - : . :
Coupling places too much emphasis ond one end of a more general conceptual -
. ° N . ke

“

':fccusgs

’

o

— . v .
on the bonds’'in subunits within a school. This™

.

» 13 o % 2

~

/ ) ' o . LN 2 . .
dimension (Rosenblum ‘and Louis, 1981); there can, in fact, be q9n51derable
. : . B . . . -

N

cussions about loose chhplingtwhich.typicalry addr

[+

N

lationships among levels of local, state, and fed ral educatlon systems

. N
. Subunit ginkages can be both horizgnta} and -vertical.

lével., team, |or department, the‘interdeﬁendence'of teachers' classrqom We—

4

- 2

H .. ¥

havior can be affected by the extent to which they talk t6 bne another\

N - <« v - . ‘. . ..
‘gdbout instruction, observe one another's classrooms, joinitly plamn* -
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variation;in the way school subunits are organized. Secj;d, this paper-’
—_— " T

ontrasts to dis-
1
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) difficult to get a ‘school that has tight linkages to agree to try a ped'

- practice because such a clrange’disrupts a smoothly pgrating routine._ How- >

A y o

T . /~ ’ : . 7 '»/‘}/ 'h': T e

‘} 'ﬁ . «- : ) ‘ ¢ TS
activitdes, dr establish cucricula for certain subjects‘or‘courses% The » v
o"’ - -+ - : ‘ '(l
more the§é k1nds of 1nteract1ons occur, the more'llkely it is that whats 4;e <
,’d - £ 1 \ . : o

' o

teacher does w1ll Be 1nfluenced by>others in the. subun1t or;-at least, %y .

° “
¢, < RN

agreements made by:the:group. S1milarly, thé'strength of the bonds betw%en
. . . . e
. 4 ' ' °.
. - (4 . . “r M
teachers in a subuni’t and~ the‘administration are affected by the nature of: s
3 . . B B ¢ ] L VJ o e
2 (R ", : L € ‘ [ t . : , . R N
the interaction between the two.™ For'Example,-@ principal who habitually .
sy N - W . r ) . ® . -
4 . . y . P g . - . . . RY . .
engages teachers 1h d1scuss1od§ about 1nstruct1onal matters=ei&her 1nfor~' \;
’ . }, [d . ’ , )
mally while passing in the hall or: formaﬁiy,through cargﬁul evaluat1on is N
F . ° T - - £ NS \.’

. ¢ .
much more likely to inflgepce day—tqrday classroom events than one who . -

/ \ ‘ e
A . . sl . -

rarely holds informal conversations and.treats'evaluagion in ar perfunctory S

manner. Of'éourﬁgjhwithih a ;chool the nature of yentical linkages can

¥ N ’ -

vary among subun1ts dﬁpéndlng upon ‘a number of factors which ;;E affect N

.
< Yy, . .

jeachef -administrator interact1ons, such as the pr1&\ipal s fam111ar1ty \\ ‘:k/
{\ ﬁ . -
. ‘ ‘./

with course content? . - e . '
~ . e

-

[4 . ‘ 4
y Severa researchers have referred to the peculiar effects that these.) - . -
. \ o 5 “ "I "o i “
l1nkage§ can ‘have. on_change act1v1t1es in ‘a school. For example, it .may be .,

3 / . - »/’;:
r ¢ B! ¢ A
ever, once the new practlce is accepted’ knowl .about 1t qu1ck19 and . %

~ . ‘ 1

naturally d1ffuses throughout the staff (Welck 1976). The problem is the N

/ . o,
reveref ‘in loosely l1nked schools. In these, tea{hers are free to expgri-

s P -~ .

LR
. mént, ras suc¢h behavior has no ram1f1cat1ons for other staff. Should aq

O

ERIC
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experlmfnt prove tremendously succes%ful though, there are’ no éiisting .
communication mechan1sms to a1d the 1nnovat1on s spread (Fqu?Jone and

-

Herriott, 1981l). Thus, tight linkages make adoption of.innovative prac— \

" - . < i =
tices problematic, but facilitate implementation..' N . 2 p\\\\J\v ..
M " - '* \,’ ’) . . K

N ' . "~ . * ' : 1

- : ’ & X . : .
i - ] . :
. . + : . ’
N - . - \ \ . « @ 'E} .



e / oo ) . . -
. : 4 -t . ¢ . . ‘ Y :
At present, the literature .on linkages is mostly concerned with the
- - ‘ e A

r A ) : : ‘ ' .
school level. Ms initial field\work‘progressed in this study, however, -it"

; ‘ L
. . S e O « S ”

was found that there.were importanc,d%fferetces in the kinds of interaction’
Y (- v ) - : i ' . .
that went on witHin-subunjts. , In a single school, it was 1ot uncommon to

. R L . ] ) L
find subunits with h¥gh interaetionﬁabout instructional.matters and othens

- . .
. ! ' [ : . . . t W8
_ % with much less interaction. Thus, field work and analysis began to,oﬁerate
'. PN R : " . : - . . ’
x S 7 ; L : : L }
-+ on the premisethat if the above arguments held for organ1zat1onal differ-
. N ' ] .
. encegvamong/schools, they shouid) hold for organlzat1onalrd1fferences among_\
T < - o 7 = }‘
. <

subunits within schools. N DU T ’
L C ; / 5 e
The emphasis in this paper is gon accountingJforvtheijumber oD teachers
s R A . . .
}n .a school who made project- related changes. This ﬁay of measuring implé—b
¢ . , ad . . 4 ’

. mentdtion has beéh termed the " uantit bf impXementation" by Rosenbdum and
q Y. 1 P . .

N -
P

o Lou1s (198 ) and seems’ most appropr1ate when the research problem enta1ls

'\¢, . Y : Compe, Y : st l

. expla1n1ng the spread of change. -, 5

. . 'y

(.. % - ' N ) ' \
N/ Of coursey 1f .linkages prove to be salient explanatory factors in \

. . 4

. . / ; ' o
R igbsequent stud1es,‘thqp'there would be maJor)1mpl1éat1ons for&thdsé:who .

) assist schools through the change}process. Such‘people are often reﬁe}red

~€6 as "fikld agents. 1=A*field agent 1§?an 1nd1v1dual...located outside of
B - - - el
4 . " . 0
L

P
1

the boundar1es of the cl1ent systamr whose obﬂeet1ve is to assist .

:
a

- o

/' client(s).:.to enhance'the clients' fun tioning aszeducators.or gs an e

%educ%tional system'’ (Louis, 1981: 180). Thus,~the term includes Pistrict
R M o . - o
curriculum coordidators_ﬁprking with schools, intermediate, service agencyo>

- \ - ’ . ..— .
", or state eduCation field staff,;college and university'persﬁnnel, andjother

% donsultants< The approach ghat\these 1nd1v1duals use to work w1th sqhools
. oy

!

I - -

( . .1is.comprised f a variety’ of straRegies, which may thought of{as actiom

. e » 4

. . N - ~ . ) - X “- P
plans represent1ng;age}itsr assumptions abdut ‘how thange can bé best-
‘ :( | N v . T .

ERIC R L o
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' a ‘ - N . . » . - : . ‘
prqméted (Hadf} Zigarmi, and flord, 1979). Field.agentg Seem toLreadily

4 e ' R . k '\ ’ -5 4
accept the 1dea that in any one’sLhool they may haNe tp call on several

- .
. ‘

l
action plans. Thus, using multiplc’stnateegles is not pew to’them. whqt T

v

1
. p . ;s . . » 7 _
th;s paper explores is the poss1b1b1ty that which strategles are llkely to <%>'

¥,
be the most effect;ve in terms of fac111€at1ng w1despread use of new prac—

e . . =

tices is determined largely'by;the nature of subunits'.organization within

. . . . . °
., . N . V)
-

-a.school. ' - e ) .

c ' ' . Methods

.

S . S \
This reseaych was part of a three—yearuexplor%tory §tﬁdy of change in

. . N PO @ ¢ . . !
l4 elementary, juhioréhighf and senior high schools;!rThe!schGils partic—, -
o . ’ ) ° ° é . - 3., ) y
ipated in school improvement projects cooperatively with a‘ﬁexternal v s
. ° . i, * . B . Y *
assistanch agency. The prOJects focused son improving a.school's instruc-
. ') T y ‘.f' ¢
tienal program in either basic skills, career educatipn, or citjzen.educa~
- N . . .
tion. Staff from the externaﬁ agency assisted the schools by bringing in
. e . ‘ ’ .
materials ang procedures to'pla7 néeded changes, sharing knowledge about

‘v

»

/ .
research and ex1st1ng school currlculum proglams that exempllfled success— : :

- ‘s )
2 ‘ bl

ful ractlces, a rov1d1ng technlca] assistance by collectlng and analyz— .
P P _

.~ . <

1ng data, to fac111tate the schcol S, innovation decision—making. Ih all

cases, school sta{f were respoSsible fpr'choosing classroom'bhanges_to be

"“ - e v - R I

implemented: These included‘bromotiﬁg career awareness ip English, math,

science, and social studies classes, highlighting good work habits, facili- ‘

LLaRl

[ - - ' - - .
tating awarcness of civic responsibility in regular classes, periodically
. ; . . . ' - :

hd . . e + ’ . . ¢
asseé$sing student time on. task, restructyring class activities to avoid . - |

.
i . - . [y

delays in moving from.one activity to.another, and se§uencing the ' .-
A - E A . )
‘ . ‘ . : S g ' ' .

. ) . : . .
- ' . ' . 4 : _ : _ v 7

o - | A 9 S
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7 ) ‘ ' - ) & R ) - . , .‘ . ‘ . &\
’)‘- N ) T { o . .

curriculum of a subJect so that skills addﬁessed in achievement tests were

-

.o U R
taughd prior to{;est administration. s . ; : "
- / L& ‘ . . . . . :
- * \ ’ A L]

& — . .- < .
‘o The 14 schools in the study included five elementary schools, two

-

P
‘e

middle ,schools, four Junlor hlghs, and three high schools. Table 1 shows

the marked dlyersbty among {he schoolé accordlngzto size, locatlon, and

~ . N i

sthdent populatlon served (All_names given in .the table are pseﬁdonyms.)

A - . . v ? .
,The external‘agency chose‘the sites for programmatic rather Lhan research7 R
] . . i >3 S ~—
purposes. .That is, the schools demonstrated a nee& or interes} in prOJect 5

L .
content areas. While thls llmlted the.generallzablllty of ghe flndlngs,

- - — . / ¢ .
the rlch mixture- of settlngs, IEVels, and problems enabled the sample to be

”
0‘ : .

» [ . <
an invaluable source for generatlng insights into the changg\plocess.
’

. . o ! ' \ - N }
. ‘v ' . v , 3 / ' b, . o (
. A . o . B

. ; ; 7
Ve ks ) ~ Table 1 about heres g '
' ’ “ . N 7 -

J The study relied heavily on qualitative research methods: interviews,
. . -~ . . ~ R ..

ve

. . . . L. . o '
obserwations,_and document”reviews: ~Field work was especlally'lnten51ve in
. .

five of the schools. ‘This. concentrated effort grew out of 1ncreased r?tog—
. \) i %

nition that in-depth resehrch was needed to identify subtle dikferences in

; 1 ‘ ’ . . 7 kY ' ) .
sdhqols that could have substantial effects 9h/the_change‘ptoeess., Re~ .
. =, ' . S A \ = e
. - L . - ! R . . . b . N
search resources dictated that intensive field work could not be done in
r N B N “ . Y " ’
€ I3 I3 - I3 { I3 ’
all l4isites. Field researchers in the five schools attended meetings .
L . ~— . . . -
, - 4 .
between the external agency and the schools, visitéd classrooms, sat in the
s A - . . ‘ ] ~ £

P . , .
> . 1

t%?chers; lounées, acpompanied field agents as they wdrked with groups, and
. Sl

went to school and cdptral offlce staff meetings.' At the same ‘time, numer-

~

ous 1nfdrmal and formal 1nLerv1ews were conduc&ed

r N £
- : R AR g ; ,
To ensure data cbmparablllty on major issues across all 14 51tes, the
— 4 ‘ -
research team perrodlcally reviewed and d1scussed their field notes. As a

. - \;f 1 . ' ) . .
(S . . i . 1
ERIC : -
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- T, / . o LT o "'{ R T S
. ~ o, (2 3 P . o ’
’ .. R T ‘ PR v Lo
SRR N oL,
. . v ¢ - . R -
critical 1ssnee wéﬁe 1dent1f1ed structurgd.open cnded 1ntery1ew gu1des\\~J

. . . \'. P N v - ‘

wére'developed Eor use in formal interviews at all school§p"ln the nine !
] - - . ) . . 1Y :.‘ . N ﬁ .
N . ) ’ ~ . ‘e v ’." N ’
schools where f1eld‘work yﬁé not as intensive, events were tracked thqouéh
R T o -
pérlod1c v191tA§to them, attendance at, p]ann1n%pmeethgs, occasional dis-
i §2F o L. 3

-
’

ﬁgglons with the: f1eld agents,’and scheduled inferviews. - ' o, S

v -
: .. e P — > . ., v

Informatlon on d1fferences~1n subun1t l1nEages came pr1mar1ly-from
i n 5 e
research acfivities in “the five schools, particularly ﬁﬁpy~observations of L

: " ‘" ' . L ) s o

& ot . o R . .
~department meet1ngs, interviews with nonhproject tezéhers, and &ogused in- .
&~ T, N o o - s

\\terviewsywith project teachers. Data on which teachers in these schogols

. R 2 e R :

TS ~ - ' > .
actua¥ly made changes-also came from these sources as well as classroom 3

observat1ons \ ‘- L : o ) ’ ;

All f1elF notes were transor1bed onto tap& and then typed. A'topical

indgex of over 100 issues was used. to code The field notes. . The codes and

" ~
-
o

their locat;pn in the f1eld notes were stored on computer to facilitate | -

i . e s . * x‘
.retrieval of specific information. A -~ -
i . I

S -

! The issue of subunit linkages and whether other teachers in the group
. . | . . Jw Y -
\ . b4 -

knew about and made project-related changes first appeared in' one school.
“ . . o °

At that point dhe entire research team was sensitized to the issue, and the -

-

search for other illustrative cases was begun. A.systematf% mapping of the
. % _ '

organization of every subunit in every school was{not possible, but/as

'

\knowledgc about who changed was coupled with knowledge about the subun1ts

. to whlch teachers belonged and whether adm1n1str4tors had 1ncorporated
project—felated materidls into their interaction§ with teachers, the

impofyance of linkages as an eXplanatorilfactor increased. Subsequent

-

interviews in the remaining-nine schools uncovered a few more’ instances.

] -

e . . . o

b
i
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. . Findings and Discussfdbn - - | - - N
~ . .

Fieldwork uncovered at least four types of subunits which.oould be

‘)'\ ¢ B . IR
N - '
distinguished on the basis of the nature of l1nkages 1n them 'The'first -~
P .. ) . .
exh1b1ted str1ctly hor1zontal ]1nkages that resulted from a great deaI'of o

informal interactifon among-the teachers about instruction.,6 This was®,
P . Yo .
y . ’ o | S ~ - : . ‘
. labeled "the social .glub" to reflect the congerial "tohe of the interaction;
. ' . s Lo L4 A oy . T B .
but the term should not imply that-gossip and rumor-mongering were the.
, ! - ' ' . Lo S
substapce of the discussions. Instead; these teachers casually, @ut
h . 4 . . . . N . . “ . . . 'v ) -:Q.
knowledgeably, discussed their 'business; - .
\ . ) . . 1
. ] . . N _ ’ : t .
» =The second was called "the”professional group.' This type of subunit® .-

s .

~was also characterized by mostly hor1zontal L1nkages i But,)in this case,

1deas about what conqt1tuted good pract1ce became tormallaed into written )
. ‘{?\ . .,i-

guidelines for coufses to which all teachers adhered and, to-which all.new.

P |
| ", .
. N -~

M Ji

' teachers in the,gpbpnlt were expecced to adhere. Th1s sense of shared
N

standards for practlce resembled ‘the s1tuat1on commonly bel1eVed to.exist -

in established ptofess1ons,_l1ke med1c1ne (Schlechty, George, and %h1tford,
1978). 0 . _' \ ‘ - s

- The third type of subonit was ""the administrators' deli ht g fThese .
) ype of st , : g 2 _

were the subunits that, for whatever reason, , readily followed an adminis-

-

. H .
trator's, directives. In ore English department6 this vertical tie was. ©N
4 — . . 0 , L, \
- . : ) ' ~ _ ..
strengthened because English was the administrator's content specialty as a -
. - . » N - 3 ., .
teacher; in another school, the principal’s devotion- to coﬁstruct}ye evalu-~
ation’ among'the regular classroom teachers facilitated the establishment of
1 ° . . 1 . ..-.‘ -
strong vertical bonds with them. e _ Ly

. , “ . . /
4 ’ . . ~ .

The fourth type was ''the e crate" where,both horizontal and vertical
‘ ype 88 ; ‘

-

linkages were loose. Such subunits were by far .the most common of the four

-

g . .o - ' .
. ) . 3
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* and discussed instruction with one another only/on rare occasions.

information and change spread faster in some subunits than in others.

-

.

types. In these, teachers conducted their work out of the view of others’ -

. &

.

These differences in subunit organization played an important part in
S ’ o . . ‘ s
determining the extent to which implementation of project-related changes :

~‘sp:;ead beyond éfiginal participants, Table 2 shows the quantity- of imple-A

- .

mentation in the 14 schools an? notes the number of teachers who were
projeét partigipants, how many of these made changes, and how many non-

project teachers mgdé changes. It should be noted that the number of
0 . \ L ‘
non-project teachers who changed is modest, roughty ‘one~third of the total,
. ' A ! ’ . B »
This fact is consistent with Mile's (1981) argument that, on the whole,

schools tend to be loosely coupled. The remainder of this section high-

. . . o ‘
lights the rd&? of subunit organization, in facilitating the spread of
=)

. .
change that did occur and the strategies field agents could use to take

‘advantage of or compensate for the presence or absence of particular types

[ -

g

of liqkages. - . . , ¢

Type One: The Social Club

ot

Natural diff?éion as a strategy for spreading change enjoys a favor-

able position in“the folklore of teaching. Numerous observers of school
life have pointed to the faculty lounge as a more than adequate means for

passing g@ssip, innuendo, hearsay, and knowledge among staff. Neverthe-

‘less, horiéontal linkages were not uniformly strong within all subunits of

\

AY
\

a school. Subsequent interviews with teachers in the school revealed that

\

The success of introducing a new idea to a core group of teachers and
.. . - '

Y .
s

then waiting‘for'it-to spread naturally throughout the school depended

N |
"



O
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e

\highly .n;tHé‘preseRce of tight linkages among teachers. in the;barious sub-

"~
-

uniﬁsf Where a subunit, was linked.by its instructienal program or wheré
. ¢ : . o
two teagherg‘had.aeveloped friendship or professional bonds, change %eadily
Y ' ' g

-spread;lwhere teachers tended to w&rk in isolation, change begap and ended

with the teaché} who‘formally-panticipated in the project.

For example, in one intermediate grade subunit at Smalltown Elemen-

N
.

tary, teachers routinely talked about instructional activities, p}gnned

together, and jointly evaluateé the activitdes. Symbolic df this inte-
) 7 o ¢
gratiqn of work-related tasks was the fact that the teachers had placed
/their %eski;iﬁ a comggg work area in their end of the building. Two years
aftér the project hadlende47 allrof the teachérs had i@piémented new

instructional strategies to make better use of class time, including a com-
. . .
plicated arrangement of team-teaching students. Staff new to the team

quickly adopted similar strategies, to the point that the team captain once

challenged a researcher to observe the classrooms and pick.out the teacher -
P ,

who had been on the team for only five months. ,

P

On the other hand, this kind of integration was totally absent in one

\

1

of the primary gréde subunits in the same school. Teachers kept their

\

desks and professional materials in classrooms, and little disc%gsion and
3

v
.
o

no joint planning took place. In this subunit, which had remained intact

since the project ended, only the participating teacher ever made .any

changes. ( '
. / -
Informal bonds /also developed among pairs of teachers in several of

©

the schools. This/helped spread change from a teacher in the project to

one who was not. This phenomenon was particularly apparent between two

-

‘sets of teachers,.one at Southend and the other at Patriot. In both
é .
[

11

14
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\ 4 : LA / -
) ) - N \ -
instances, the teachels 50 routlnely shared ldeb about teachlng and - . .
‘coordinated instruction with one another-that pKOJect -related information = %
automat%bally ‘became inhfused into.their conversation. “ o

. - . v

o }
' The data are full of examples of changes both béginning and ending
.‘ . v‘, ! B
with ‘planning team partieipants. Oldtown was typieal of the six schools® . -
.where changes spread to, at most, only cne non-project partitipant. To the

L}

extent that any classroom changes were made, they were made by ?roject

-

teachers. 0ldtown teachers said that a majof reason other teachers did not
A . .

. \
.pick up the changes was the lack of prortunity for teachers to talk with' - .

split schedule in wh1ch some teachers .

one another One cause of this was
.. &

and stydents came to and Qeft school early while otherg‘came and left

later. The condequdnce was that there was onl a vér sﬁ%rt tlme each day .
qug y y &y

when every teacher in a department was physically present at school. Thus,

few meetings or even informal conversations were possible. With no.way to

/iink teachers with one another, .it was almost assured that information

about the projects and new practices would remain solely with original
4

participants.

These findin fly in the face of popular arguments that teacher-to- : \\\-

@

teacher communication is rapid and efficient. That impression may hold for

some of the,teachers some of the time, but it was not typical for most

¢
of

teachers in this study. The results of using a core committee of innova-

tors to instigate change throughout a faculty naturally was uneven at best.

~ =

Field agents can push the process along, however, by finding out where’ ‘ C
tight horizontal linkages do occur -and inviting at least one of the

: - N . . >
teachers in the subunit to Jotg_j,plannlng team., In fact, involving more

i

1

Q ' o . .155 - -
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than one member .of such a subunit may be an inefficient use of planning

-~

resources. y -
* Ly

¢
.
.

Type Two: * The Professional Group
) P ‘
Fieldwork uncovered a department”at Neighbortown, two at- Green Hills,

—. v

. < ) |
-
and one at Suburban where the horizontal linkages had a slightly different
teachers met and talked f

éhar;cter than the “social clubs." "To be sure,
with one another about instruction. However, they also reachqﬂ decisions ..
. 4 .
about gu1 llnes for instruction in particular courses that the entire
-
'

group was expected to follow.. Had these curriculum decisidns made by
! ‘. \
administrators, the subunits would have exhibited both .tight horizontal and

¢

tight vertical linkages. In the professional groups, however, it was the
- . - " . R .
This arrangement ‘of subunit

teachers who had reached such hgreements
any of the other subunits in the three
. .. r'
y

AN
organization was not typical o

. PO
were found. S

' 'schools where .
There was a typical patte}n by which changé spread: in these subunits.

1

13]
i LN

First, an innovative practice took hold as a promising idea among gradﬁ-
2 U

first,
) 1Y
level or department mefbers, and then it was incorporated into the group's
, ' -

L 54
In working with such subunits; the flield agent's stra-

operating routine.

tegic problem was not how to spread change; the grohp's own communication
) > . K i . g ’

and operating mechanisms ‘took care of that. The problem was selling the

on the. ideg in the

/first place.
§
that of the spocial club jhere

group, not just-an individual

i .
o,

The situation here was different from

the goal was té recruit one teacher who was'in»t%uch with and well-

respected by other teachers and then to let that pérson spread the new

\
In the ﬁrofess#onaI group not oply were

/

practice throughout the group

~
i T
- 4
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members' work activities intégrated, but they were also bound by gstab~ '

lished” procedures. Individual tg;cﬁﬁfs were not usually;free‘to implement )
- o 4 - , J‘ ;o’\

new practices without the advice and tonsent ©f the-totakisubunit:’)To do” .3

. »

" so would be to tréat.cavalg@rly a currdculum already'en&orsed'by the gréqp.

1]

{ The sociai,sfhdiéé ﬁepartment at~Neighboft6Jﬁ was tyﬁicél of f%e pro-

- . : R

.. .fessional group. .Thé departmental chairperson, a planning team mémber, 2

fesisted.making any ;2 the most perfunctory changeF during the pilog test.

Althouéh at first fidld ;;entsfﬁuestibned this individual's commitment to | .-
. ]

-
.

-

the project, they soon realized that the root of the problem was not the
! . e v o
chairperson's own reticence but the prganizational;nature of. the subynit.
’ P ' e

E

Each teacher in the deparﬁgent taughlt according to a set curriculum to
' - \ o

o . ) . N, - . A

“which they weré& all comﬁitted. Anyth more than a cosmetit change in

practice ‘encroached on this commitment. 'The only way to modify the €urric-
' o . . .

ulum was for a teacher to develop a proposal-and preient it to the group. .

The group then rejected or ‘acgeptéd it as binding for the entire

L}

¢

departmepé.
brought to light, the!field ageht[s task became

.77 Once this problem was

N ‘

to convince the .subunit”to alter its curriculumL;*Inﬁghis case'y the teacher

finally reiuested that the field dent meet‘ﬁith‘thé department\ apd exblain

the rationale for making the proposed changes.. The teacher had dbne so

» »
.

- v

. . v i BN
informally but felt thevﬁrojeqt wo get the best hearing if the field

' ) . . ' N

<. _ ,
agent became invo}ved. The group subsequently acknowledged the project's,

g ,. . .. \ Ay
objectives as‘vﬁluable, incorporated some of them into its priorities, e
designed some initial changes, and established an apenda to tackle others.
* .- ‘ Vo W . : .

In the end, this one meeting accomplished more in terms of promoting \\\\

N

) . V /’ i . V' .,) ’.“J‘/ .l
R ’ 14 | i | ' /
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innovation in the departmeqt than had several months of nudging the.
R £y G N - - 5\ . —®
~ individual teacher.. ' : ‘ \

s
L

- ’ J.’l‘hi'sy.example amply‘}lld%trates that

+

dividual resistangg to-change

-
"

-~ can be as much the. result of subunit consfraints as.individual bgédilec—

. . »
tions.:~ReSOlving the problem méy-nequire eéting with' an entire subufit®

antl actually sell{hg them on,the idea. The bright side of this siéqation,

el

. oy

though, ié that because‘sﬁch department or grade-level subunits have estab-
. ) s . B . - Q v R{_
lished means for altering curricula, the,problemlof promoting implemernita™

> H . @

" tion takes farerog itdelf. -~ .. ‘ . -
. f \ \
- - [")
Type Three: The Administrators' Delight

«

. 4 @ .
Field agents may come across subunits—aor»iﬁ‘thghcase of Southend Ele-

- . a £ >

mendQMY{ an entire school--where most qf the bonds are

veitical;“that is,
» ? :

teachers' actions awe bound by, or are at least easily influenged by,

administrative behavior or policies from higher levels. 1In fact, in this-
/study, vertical linkages{were more fqequeng~than hoqézontal ones, .Three ¢

9 ' -8 . '
kinds of vertical linkages were taken advantage of in the projects to

'y “
3 .o s

promﬁfe imple%entation: (1) between performance evaluations and teacher
A .

behavior, (2) bet&een curriculum guidelines and teacher behavior, and (3)
7 . :

¢

betweenn state-mandates and schooljﬁehavior.\ -

)

Evaluations as a linkage. Principals at Smalltown Elementary, Small-

town Middle and Southend‘changed evaluation procedures to promote implemen?

’

-

tation c%fyctively. Whag:they did was simply So include project—fel§ted

-

classroom changes on their checklist of teacher behayiors to observe. .

S

Although field agents feared that teachers might~{eact negatively to this, .

-~

such was not the case. Instead, the evaluations indicated to teachers that

ERIC o o -
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/ the&grlueipal thought the changes important enough to assess whether they

. R 2 N
were actuallycgg?ng implemented. The effect was that all teachers became
N N B, . -
‘accountable, for achieving project-related goals. Interestingly, teachers
. IR | , v s -

: D ' . . L] M L] L] : * . . L] ;
in some| schools where principals avoided this use of evaluations indicated
’ . - : Y . o .

-

.
3

D,that without administrative mandates, there,wgs little to induce some

teachers to change. <As one Neighhortown,xeach 1 said, "You need that
\ kY o C ‘
little puqb.... [without "it] I stuck with wh is comfortable to me.

- ® . .
i . >

At South\hd the effectlof’this practice was that almost every teacher
. M “

made prOJect -related changes, w1th the exceptlon of the pﬁ;g;cal educatlén,

)

o
art, and masic teacQ%rs. At the other two, vert1cal llnkages were stronger
. § \ .

.with only some of the subunits. For example, the mid&ig school administra-

“
. g :
. v ‘

tor was.a former English teacher and felt more comfottable intervening in

' o ~
that. department. Other departments were not evaluated using the same{cri—
. L e

teria..

.
.

’ Curriculum guides as a_linkage. Occasionally, teachers'were bound to"
curriculuﬁ guidelines estaBlisHed by individuals rather\than'the entire 3
subu&it. In these 1nstaaees, Lhe most effective way to spur change-beyond
the plannlng team was to alter the* gu1de11nes. 'Tb do this, the'field'agent

-

had to be sure to involve key:decision-makers in planning: In the Profes-

a

sional groups, teachérs made most of the curricu7um degisions; and so, the

. , Y H .
v entire department had to-have a hand in making revisions. In several

departmedts at Green Hills and Bigtown, the chairperson was the key

decision-maker on cqrricular“iééuesf Thus, the inclusion of these indiv-
4 A . , .
. , .
-iduals in the planning process was critical. In~fact, implementdtion did

not'reall§ reach very far at Green Hills until the principal put department

chairpersons in charge of designing new practices. In still other schools,

N

°
p— e
[e)}

I
.

ERIC | 18
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such as Patriot and Southend, curricular decisions were made. at the -
. . . ? ! . s
district level. In these schools, then, administrators-were-crucial - _

project perticipants.

\ & . e . . s
) . , v o . . )
State mandates as a linkage. In five of thé schools, stateueducatzaﬁ .
N . . S . o . ° ',\!'\ )

‘agency - (SEA) mandat@é'and program initiatiVes‘paved the way for\implemehta—

money and regula-
.-l,; -—'\\- - . -
to a formal state

tion. ,Two compelling forces bound the SEAs and schdols:
tions. In every school, project participants could point

goal verTfying that the project was addressing critical educational
. o . . N -

priorities:in the region. However, direct SEA involvement‘was rarely *
, ] - E Iy € A 5.

. ~ ¢ - -
sought or even felt. The only exceptions,were when the state made money

. .
.

available or “issued a regulation governing school responsibilities for in-

‘ . ' { - v
struction in the project-related area. In cases where schools wrote pro-

posals to obtain funds .for project activities, the additional money gave a
< a - - . .
" big boost to implementation primarily because the project could continue at
‘3{}? .
full-speed in spgite of local funding problems. State regulations, such as
j
. s,
. . L ‘ . . A\ ,
graduationsrequiréments, had more direct effects on implementation. For .
example, at Oldtown, project-related class{iom changes were a clear means

-

of meeting one of the féduirements. The district decided that the approach

was'appropriate-for all faculty, and so, urged that the changes be made ;A

throughouty the school. ) \ . ‘ : 2 *

3

Incorporating vertical linkages into a;strategy. Given that these '
. , = »
three types of vertital linkages can advance implemen;ation in some schools ,/f{ (fsg

wa

at some times, how can the field agent determine which one to use where?

The first.step is to-check a school's evaluation system. K If evaluation is
- ’ / B
frequent and most teachers in a subunit saﬁ/it,is important, then encour-

., . [}

aging modifications that complement the inﬁovaqion can be useful. . _ \\

y ‘ . ,
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Second, if such vertical -linkage does not exist or there is a ®trong
. *

)
i

S

-(.philosophical bias against what could be termed a '"hea¥y-handed" approach, )

1 —
‘the field agént woul? be wise to assess the relationship between the formgl_ 1

o '

Zﬁrricuium.and teac?er behavior. Other writérs have ternmied this kind of
. p . , _ y ‘ )
assessment as ''curriculum-mapping'’ (English, 1978). Still, -one-should keep "

s

1F'm1$§Zthat the relationships that characterize a school as a whole w1jflh :

not necessarily characterize relationships in each subunit. Where the cur-

“w
‘

riculum does seem to be binding on &nstructional behavior,'iﬁcluding key

' cugﬁ}culum decision-makers in planning discussions. could expedite imple-

£ .
méﬁE;Eion immensely. These decision-makers might be an egiire department, §§ .
' ) w %o

'a chairperson, or an administrator, depending upon how and by whom curri-
N v -

4

v .
cula are determined. 4

L

. o7

Third, the 'field agent should do a little information—géthering around

SEAé to find out what is coming down the pike. There may be a logical

’ - S ~'y .. N . ., :
- tie-in between a change project and either funding opportunities or forth-

. . P E .
co%}ng %taté‘neqdfrements that can provide a boost to impleﬁentation. In,
1 . :

° ~

- Lo >
" fact, Brickell (1980:207) argues that the most effective school improvement
¥ )
F .
‘weapon'is "a stinging mandate followed by a powerful technical assist." ,
' . -, @ _
Although the sequence of the one—twe punch may be reversed in some

projects, the results can be the same. - e . .

LY ot

e

st

. Type Four: Theiggg.Crate
It is conceivable and probable that a fieId—agent may encounter a SN
school where most subunits have fo signifiéagt ligkages of any kind. Re-

search suggests this is the modal situation in most schools (Miles, 1981); ..

and it is cjlear from the aboveidiscussion where, at best, only 10 to 15




& ~

. " . . ' /-‘ﬂ\—\' . . . Lt
- subunits witth some kind’ of tight“linaages were found that %he‘schools‘in

f
Fhls study were, for the most ‘part, loosely llnked -Indegd, most schoq}

A

3

§ubun1ts resembled eggdLrates. That 1s, teachcrs yere in close«prox1m{ty
¢t X
to one another but their wor& activities ra}ely ‘touched. The'data ‘con-

- tained nq instances of change having spread amonggcﬁk teachers in this
- p . R : : |
situation. . o . X :
R o, 4 ) n ] . . 4

\w— ’ 3 ' » I3 I3
In theSe casds, several field agents promoted implementation by estab-

. , ¢ ¢ h
. . . & . ~n ’
lishing a temporaty system where linkages were tighter, A tempora;} system

was compfised of a subgroup of- a school's staff wHich met for a spe?ial
L} (‘
purpose ﬂgr a limited duratidn (Mlles, l964)—~1n effect creating anqther

-

4 €
subunlt, temborarlly put in place to facilitate change. vThe orlglnal plan-

e . - . -
ning committees in this study.were-goog examples; and Table 2 is a testi-
: N 4 - »

A ) s ’ . y 2

mony to their effectiveness. To move changes beyoﬁd-the initial groups,

\\‘ . . f
- . 1)
field agents extended the con%ept of the temporar§ system-to encompass more

. : . ¢
staff members. ‘ ' ' ~ .

One strategy to spread change was to expand membership in the tem-
porary system gradually until every stgff member is«included.4 To an ex~
tent, field agents used this approach at Neighbortown and Green Hills. 1In

- . . .
both'schools, new members were added to the plahning team when it Qame time

. ' : - . " Iﬁ .
-ta_actually design new classroom practices. These additional teachers -
. A
eventually implemented changes to'a similar extent as did original members.
R - o ' .y f, o
However, both field4?gents and participants saw problems with repeated
E » - . , ﬁ i
i&eza&igﬂsﬁof expianding- the team. Primary amgng'these was the need to re-
< ! .
capitulate and, occas1onally, renegotiate decisions already made. Thus,h
AN ' e ‘
~ ; . . -
the first expansion of the, team was useful and(effective, but participants
’ . & / s )
were not very sanguine about the prospects off?epeafing the procedure.
. 3 A . ‘
I \ Y - «
sevéral tlmEi. b o » :
. : tl\ K . e
g * . . . ‘ 19 - ' Y
. '1’ ‘-sz)
[ 4 22
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*  The Middletown field agent took-a slightlyAdifféfent tack.’ There,

'

class schedules were rewarked so that all the teachers in each grade would

¢ .

- - 8 - . ) - », . .
have a common planning period at least four days a week. Each grade was
- . 2 e g

represented on the planning.team and these representatives, in tunn, became;
S EER bt P ; !

the "field agentsY for the rest of the teachers in ‘that grade. The intent
o o - - . - e -
-~ - .
at Middletown, then,-was_not so much to increase the size of one. temporary-
systeft but to create five or six new systems to complement the original

one, :Thip effort met with ‘Somewhat mixed-resuﬁfs. - The reason, once again,

AR

-had less to do with the tempqrary"systeh's effectiveness than with getting

it, established. - In this iﬁstance,_teachersswere not in the haKit of using
: : . : C " : : . ! R

their planning periods in this way. When admidisgfatbré began to ‘take a
less proactive partin seeing to it that meetings were held, the frequency
. ) . - ) bl - E V [ . - ' ' ol
of tHe meetings Jroppéd\gihsiderably.,_ e L SN

"

Extending thé:temporary system, then, was 3 potentially 'effective

strategy where egg crate subunits predominated:'with some caveats. En-

. . g , . . . -
larging the-Briginal %ystem seemed to become cumbersome. rather quickly. /
. ] : 7' . ' ) ) . :
Creating several new. systems withy original planning team members as leaders -
> T et - .
"0 4

pééegs of this 'method required careful

‘- appeared more viable. _Bdt,;th

<l
E}

attention to schednliﬁg and sufficient'adminispra ive impetus to keep the
. - . . S c T~ ) "4 .~
system intact long enough to begin to exhibit the necessary system linKages
. - »

for widespread implemeptation.to result.
Lv K

DO | ) : J : - 3
. Con&lusion - T
D . . . .

This paper has implications f two audiences: ' (1) those who assist

curriculum improvement, duch as district curriculum coordinators, school .
. " ’ ‘ ’ ‘

administrators, field staff of.régional and state education agencies, and -

. -~
ity-curriculum and instruction staff; and (2)

collegeé and univers
. ' J

, r. . ] .. é.
20 . -
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researchers concerned with curricudum change and school organization. K For

P
.

those Gﬁﬁ;ﬁwork with schools, Mife§ (1981) notes thst,ropse'linkages seem to

LY . i¢
be the norm. This .study corroborates that observation. Thus, it would
\ , . s *

- -

appear that a major tool ip'é;bhépgd aant'é arseﬁdf-wouid be ‘the ébility

. . .
g L

to create effective' temporaTy systéms which can compensate -for theﬁlgose

.

structure of most schools. Such a strategy proved somewhat effective in

-

this s;udy.b But the probleﬁ came when efforts’ to extend the tgmporar;>'

-

system to other school staff were méde. The costs’{n/terms of time and
. IS (4
f 3

=

money became great. : o

’ L] .
"An alternative approach is'to couele temporary systems with a, stra- .
I

. 2

_tegic use of the few existing tighﬁ\linkages/&n a school. ,If horizontally

A \‘)

v

s ' T (
linked subunits or’ pairs of teachers can be found, the temporary system

shoul&\incﬁude an individual from each of %%ese. The existing linkages can
then do a lot of\the work of SPFeéding chanée. ;Also, the temp?r }y s}stém
should include those'with authority to make currigg}um dgcisiqggy'whefher

such au;hority resiJ;s with an entire sgbuﬁit, a cQgirperson, or an admin-

< v

istrator. If most of the tight linkages appear to be vertical, then

‘ -

administrators are the critical actors to include. Certainly, one ‘should

not ignore the morale benefits of widespread staff participatipn in change

decisions. But, this should not be participatioh for participagion's sake.

’ <

If participation is combined with efforts to tap existing linkages in a-

‘school, changes’ can be spread within a sclicol more effectively.

“ . co ) 5 w
A brief qualgf?éation should be noted. This paper argues that tight
. v . Ay . o e 4 i )

}iinkages facilitaté'the spread of change. One sho@ﬁq,nd?.jump too quickly

. . , r o
to the inference that such linkages are generally better than loose ones.

J - ")‘. . ‘ ) i ' !

b

e

~%
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k3

Indeed, the carlier literature on the topic primarily focuses on ‘the
, ) o
benefits of cracks~in a system. v \\

= : ‘

For researchers, there are at least two inmplications. One, ‘this study

N X v ! s . l /‘
provides further evidence supporting a relationghip between organizationa

‘'
.. ot

linkages and chdnge implemegtétipn. Most of the research has been like
this study——exploraggry. It now seems to be time to examine these rela-
tionships more systemafically and precisely. Second, the study'focuses

attention on the subunit level of analysis and highlights the importance of .

-
A\ M ’ .
o

examining.the structure of subﬁnits %iﬁhin the overall organization of the
échool. This is an important step in understa%ding how schools operate in
thdt much ofathe previous. research tends to treat séhoolé as having a uni-
form structure. It-would not be too surprising to find_as muéﬁ variation

)
in structure within schools as between them.

¢
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Table 2: Quantity of Implementation in the
Planning Groups and in the Schools as a Whole

<

' ) ) . Planning Group

" Planning Group Teachers All Teachers

School ' Teachers Making Changes Making Changes

Patriot 4 4 6°
. I
Middleburg 8 T 8 8
7 Middletown 16 14 18
Southend T 7 10
Smalltown E. 4 ‘ : 4 19
Smalltown M. 4 4 ) 8
Urban | 5 o . 0
Farmcenter 5 3 - 4
Riverside 6 2 . S 2
” .
Suburban ' 4 ‘ 4 6
Green Hills ) 6 6 12
Neighbortown 7 6 11
. a ' :

Bigtown 18 . 10 11
T Oldtown 20 © 19 o . 19
B 114 91 134

aEight of these teachers were department chairpersons who had no class- |
room teaching responsibilities. '

|
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